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REMARKS 

Claims 17, 18 and 22-35 are pending in the present Application. Of these, Claims 17, 
32 and 33 have been amended, Claims 45 and 35 canceled, leaving Claims 17, 18 and 22-33 
for consideration upon entry of the present Amendment. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the claims are respectfully requested in view of the 
above amendments and the following remarks. 

Interview Summary 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for extending the courtesy of a telephonic 
interview on July 2, 2009. The amendments submitted herewith were discussed with the 
exception of the specific capping agent. 

Claim Amendments 

Claims 17 and 32 have been amended to specify that the poly(arylene ether) is capped 
in situ during the production of the composition. Support for this amendment is found at least 
in paragraph [0038] and the examples of Specification. Claims 17 and 32 have also been 
amended to specify the capping agent used in the process. Support for this amendment can be 
found in paragraph [0012] and the examples. 

Claim 33 has been amended to correct a dependency issue. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 1 12. First Paragraph 

Claims 32 and 33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as containing 
subject matter which was not described in the Specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. In particular the Examiner has assert that the lower 
limit of the poly(arylene ether) does not have support in the specification. Applicants disagree 
and wish to point out that the Examples provide sufficient support for the lower limit of the 
poly(arylene ether) because each of the examples contain 50 to 100 weight percent of 
poly(arylene ether). 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 1 12. Second Paragraph 

Claims 32, 33 and 35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. This rejection is traversed using the same reasoning as used 
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above with regard to the rejection under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, first paragraph. Additionally, the self 
dependency of Claim 33 has been corrected. Applicants note that Claim 35 has been canceled. 
Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and 103(a) 

Claims 34 and 35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), as allegedly anticipated by 
or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as obvious over JP406207049A. These claims 
have been canceled. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 17, 18, and 22-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly obvious 
over United States Patent No. 4,760,1 18 to White, et al. (White) in view of United States 
Publication No. 2003/0130403 to Geprags, et al. (Geprags), and further in view of United 
States Patent Nos. 6,872,777 to Adedeji, et al. (Adedeji) and 4,654,405 to Jalbert, et al. 
(Jalbert). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

As has already been established - White teaches a melt method for capping 
poly(arylene ether). White also discloses that a polystyrene may be included in the 
composition being capped (col. 7, lines 33-35). White does not disclose capping a 
poly(arylene ether) in melt while forming a composition comprising a component selected from 
the group consisting of impact modifier, reinforcing filler, flame retardant and combinations of 
two or more of the foregoing. As stated by the Examiner in the pending Office Action on page 
5, the secondary references are “to show well known additives for polymer of PPE, not for a 
capping process.” Therefore, the combination of references, White, Geprags, Adedeji and 
Jalbert, does not teach a capping process as instantly claimed. 

Applicants respectfully note that in col. 8 at lines 41 to 5 1 While teaches away from 
using polysalicylate as the capping agent. Despite this teaching away, the pending claims 
specifically employ polysalicylate. Because White teaches away from polysalicylate Applicants 
respectfully assert that making a composition using polysalicylate is non-obvious. 

Claims 17, 18, 22-25 and 27-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly 
obvious over White in view of Adedeji and Jalbert. Applicants believe that this rejection is 
substantially the same as the rejection discussed immediately above (same references, with the 
exception of Geprags which is missing in this rejection, and the same claims, with the 
exception of claim 26). 
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Claims 17, 18, and 22-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly obvious 
over United States Patent No. 6,306,978 to Braat, et al. (Braat) in view of Geprags. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Similar to the White reference discussed above, Braat has also been cited for disclosing 
a method for capping poly(arylene ether) in melt, although Braat requires the presence of a 
solvent as well. Braat does not capping the poly(arylene ether) in situ while making the 
composition. Accordingly, the combination of Braat and Geprags does not disclose the 
method of the pending claims for the reasons discussed above with regard to the rejections 
based on White. 

It is believed that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and allowance are requested. 

If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge them to Deposit Account No . 50- 1 1 3 1 . 

Respectfully submitted, 
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